Summary of arguments 
e Con: The creator of something’s feelings are irrevocably tied up in the thing they made 
so the burden of proof is on you if you want to do something with that thing that the 
creator doesn’t like. 
e Pro: Creations should belong to all unless proven otherwise. 

o Con: Then, the creator would not bear the fruits of their labor. Those who labor 
ought to be rewarded. 

m Pro: People can still labor to the public domain for the reward of becoming 
more well known. 

e Con: People then get only a tiny fraction of the value of what they 
created back. 

o Con: Why should those who don’t labor get it for free? 

e Con: Copyright allows rent-seeking behavior which is bad. Copyright holders are often 
not the creators and they screwed everyone including the creators. 

o Pro: Not allowing creators to give their copyright to another party or not allowing 
copyright at all would be a net bad for creators. 

= Con: Creators right now get a one time payment not for every use as the 
system works now. 

e Pro: For publishing in scientific journals, creators actually pay - 
why should they have to give copyright to the journal as well? 
e Con: If you’re evading copyright, there’s a good chance you would have paid for that 
same content. 

o Pro: Sometimes, but often, you wouldn't have paid for the content if it hadn’t been 
free. 

m Pro: If you wouldn’t have paid for the content, you are still a free 
marketing agent for it which will encourage other people to consume and 
ultimately pay for the content. 

o Pro: Sometimes the price actually encourages people to consume the content 
meaning sometimes the creator actually only puts a price on the content to 
increase consumption. 

e Pro: There’s many cases where the copyright holders’ wishes are unclear. (eg. reading a 
book in a bookstore, free book giveaways from a writer, giving books to friends, watching 
a Netflix movie with friends) 

o Con: By not attempting to physically stop you from accessing the content in a 
way that a reasonable person would understand, they are implicitly giving you 
their permission. 


Unrefuted arguments on the pro side: 

e Creations should belong to all unless proven otherwise. 

e The idea that creators are benefiting from their copyright is not always true; for example, 
scientists give the copyright on their papers to a scientific journal who then often charges 
for the papers. 

e You can still act as a free marketing argument for the copyrighted content you consume, 
encouraging others to consume the content with paying. 


e Making people pay for copyrighted content encourages them not to consume it in some 
cases. 
e Sometimes the creator only puts a price on the content to encourage consumption. 


Unrefuted arguments on the con side: 

e The creator of something’s feelings are irrevocably tied up in the thing they made so the 
burden of proof is on you if you want to do something with that thing that the creator 
doesn’t like. 

e Why should those who don't labor get it for free? 

People then get only a tiny fraction of the value of what they created back without 
copyright. Without these incentives, people would not labor. 

e In cases where they are not attempting to physically stop you from accessing the content 
in a way that a reasonable person would understand, they are implicitly giving you their 
permission. 


Most convincing pro argument: 
e Creations should belong to all unless proven otherwise. 


Most convincing con argument: 
e People then get only a tiny fraction of the value of what they created back without 
copyright. Without these incentives, people would not labor. 


I’m going to evaluate this on the framework of limiting horizons. On the one hand, it is limiting 
horizons to say that people should be able to restrict the content they create to only be 
accessible with payment. On the other hand, it is limiting horizons also to say that people can’t 
make all the money off of the work they created. That makes it difficult for people to profit off of 
content. Copyright also limits the horizons of those wishing to modify the work to some extent. 


Pro: 
e Unlimited horizons of access to information for copyrighted content 


Con: 
e Partial horizon limitation for creators being able to make money off of the content they 
create 


Since it’s subjective and could go either way, I’m going to go with the side that | argued best 
which | think was the con side. So, in conclusion, I’m resolving this market to NO. 


